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Remarks 

Uniry oflhe amdidmenU, rcconsiderrtiion ofihe application, as amended, and allowance 
ofall pending claims nre respectfully rcqtitislcd. Claims 1-49 remain pending. ApplicaiUs 
respectfully rejiut-st tlnil lliese Remarks he carefully eonsidercri by the Examiner. 

With Ihc Hhovc amcnilmcius, applicanrs are remo\'ing (he language objected to by the 
Examiner. This amendment should be entered, evdn though il is after Iinal, since the lan^juagc 
huiiie removed is jusi a furdier cliirillealion oflhc lanijuago Utat is already in the claim. In 
particular, the cUurn indicates that there is an individual siate and a yroup slale. The individual 
Mtate is individual lo Ihc individual prospective member and the group slate is the state defined 
For ihc processing group. The language heinij deleted is laniiuific that applicants thought made 
Ihe individual state more clear, but since h has caused some confusion, applic;mts arc deleling 
this kmgiinfie. However, tlie claim siill reciles an individual stale thai defines state for the 
individual member and a group state thai deilncs state for ibe processing group. Thus, applicants 
respectfully request thai this amendment be enieved. 

In the Office Action dated March 16, 2004, chums I, 3, 5, 2S, 35 and 42 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply wiih Ihe written dcsciiplion 
requirement. Although applicants slrenuously disai^rce with this rejection, applicants have 
deleted the rejected language in a bona Htlc uueu)pi to fuaher prosecution of this application. 
Applicants specification clearly indicates that there are two states, an individual siaic and a group 
stale. II is inherent in (he word individual ihat the individual stale is the state for a particular 
individual and furlher thai Ibe group slale is the state defined for the group. Applicants compare 
state ofthc individual with stale of die group and perfonn processing based on the result of tbe 
comparison. 

Based on the amendment and/or the remarks, applican(s respectfully request witlidrawal 
of tbe §1 12 rejection. 

hi addition to the above, (he pending claims have been rejected. However, before 
applicants address Ihe pari icular rejections, applicalions would like In address sev«?ral rem.uks: 
made in (he Response lo .Argument section, ti is siatetl in lhal section that applicants arguments 
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rail lo comply wich 37 CFR 1.1 1 1(b) ;»ml (c) beciHise ihcy do no specilicnily point oui the 
language oflhc claims UuiL patciitably dislinyiiishcs ihum frnm ihc rcrcrcnccs. Applicants 
strenuously disagree with this sialenii^ni. Ti» ihe previous Response to Office Action, applicanis 
specirically indicated the language thai Ihey bt:lie\c;tl disiinyuished ibeir invention from tliLicittsd 
an. AKso, applicaiUii spccincally indicalcd ihe ieachin!>s in the reference thai laughl oiher lhan 
what is claimed by applicaiitii. ThercfurL;, applicanlii luuc clearly pointed out the language lliat 
dislinguishiii) ihdr invcniion. ApplicaiUb will again point out the novel features below. 

Claims 1-21 and 28-41) arc rejccied under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Moiin 
(U.S. Patent No. 6,108,699). Applicanis respectfully, hui mosi slrenuously, traverse (his 
rejection for the reasons herein. 

Applicants' invention is directed, in one aspect, to a protocol used to join a prospeclive 
member to a processing group. The join protocol includes variou.s steps taken lo ensure 
configuration consistency. Tlieso .steps include, for instance, the comparison and updating of 
state to appropriately join the prospeclive member lo the group. One cxampltj of the stale used in 
applicanis' protocol is individual prospective member stale (i.e., slate specific to the prospective 
member). In one instance, this state is a sequence number of the prospective member that is used 
throughout the join protocol to control whether a prospective member joins ihe gi'oup and ro 
ensure configuration consistency. 

As one particular example, applicanis claim a method of managing pTocessing groups of 
a distributed computing environment (e.g., independent claim 1 ). The method includes, for 
instance, comparing at least a porlion of an individual prospective member state ofa prospective 
memberofa processing group with at least a portion of ii group slate of the processing group, ihe 
individual prospective member state comprising state defined for the individual prospective 
member; updating the at Icust a portion of the indivitUial prospective member state, should the 
comparing indicate a difltrencc; and joining the prospective member lo the processing group, in 
response ro the updaling. Thus, in applicants' claimetl invention, the individual prospective 
member slalo is employed in the joining. lr is the individual prospective member state that is 
updated when ihe comparing indicates a difference. The individual pro.<=:peciivc mcml^er svalc 
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helps cnsiir. ihc consistency of ih^ conr.yuraLion. The use oftlic individiuil prospective member 
siatc in (.he joining process is vuiy clilToreni IVom the teachings ofMoiin. 

WhiloMoiin describes a join protocol, ihc join protocol ol Moiin is disiincl from the 
protocol of :ipplicams' cUiiTticd invention. For in^iiniKe, ihc Join protocol ofMoiin fails to 
employ an individual prosptsclive member sifiic, iis claimed by applicants. Instead, Moiin only 
uses i;roiip suite. Thai is. the comparisons and updating in Moiin are of group stale. There is no 
teaching or siigacstion of comparing tmd/or updating individual member .state, as claimed by 
applicants. 

To rurthcr explain, FlC,. 4 and Cols. .5-7 ofMoiin describe tiiat the join process ofMoiin 
includes bro.idcastina reconH juration messages lo nodes 1 -5; wailiny to receive replies to those 
reconfigurution luessaBcs; and eventually updaiiiiy various group slates, including a next cluster 
siw neld, a next eliisler vector, a cluster si/c Held und a cluster vector. F.ach of the states thai is 
compared and updated defines the group, hop instance, ihe cluster vector field describes all of 
the nodes ofthe cluster, and ihe clusler size ficUl describes the size of Ihe cluster. None of Ihose 
Helds includes aratc defined lor ihe individual iii,;mber, as claimed by applicants. The only 
individual state described in Moiin is llic ideniineaiion field, and this field is noi compared or 
updated. 

The comparing and updating of group siaie is described ihroiighout Moiin. For insttincc, 
it is explicitly stated in Col. 6, lines 13-17: 

In step 408, CMM 22n.A (FIG. 3) updates ne.xl cluster size field 
308 and ne.\.t cluster vector 3 10 to represent a clusler which 
includes node 0 and all nodes from which CMM 220A receives a 
reconfiguration message in step 406 (FIG. 4). 

Tl further states in Col. 6. lines 35-42: 

Specifically, in lesi step 410 (riG. 41, CMM 220A (IMG. 3) 
compares ihc cluster size rcprcscnicd in cluster size field 304 to a 
value of one lo determine whether any node o(her than node 0 is a 
member ofthe prospective cluster. 11" the cig.ster size is greater 
ihan one, proccssinn ri-ansfei-s (o slep 414 (FIG. 4) which is 
deserihwl below. Coiivcr.sely, if ihe cluster size i.s not greater than 
one, processing transfers to tesl siep 412. 
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Yel riirlher, Col. 7, lines 44-60 state: 

fn itist .slep 422, CMM 220A (I*1G. 3) compares Ihc received 
reconfiu;urLiLion messages to delerniinc whether all Ihtj received 
reconfigiirnliou mcssiigus represent exactly the same cluster, i.e., 
wheiher all received recoiilleuraiion nies.sjges ngrec as lo cluster 
membership in the prospective chisicr. IT Liny of the received 
recoil llfiLiraiion messages l|o noi ;iL»ree as lo cluster membership, 
processing transfers from lesi siep 422 (FIG. 4) to step 420 in 
which the rcconriguration of Ihe chisier fails in ihe manner 
described nbove. Conversely, if all recei\ed reconfignration 
messfifics ngrce as lo membership in ihe prospeclive, processing 
transfers from tesi. step 422 lo step 424. Li step 424, the 
prospective cluster is accepiciLind node 0 iiaves Ihe prospeclivc3 
cluster as fhe currem cluster by copying dinia from next cluster size 
Held 30S (FfG. 3) and nc\i cluster \'ec(or field 3 1 0 to cluster size 
field 304 und cluster veclor field 306, respeclivcly. 

Thus, it is repealedly stated in Moiin that Ihc comparisons and updates are of group state, 
i.e., state that defines the group, nilher than of individualized state of the prospective member. 
Again, Ihc only individualized state described in Moiin is identification field 302 (KIG. 3), which 
is described in Col. 5, lines 33-35. Moiin sialos: 'This iilcnlification field includes dala which 
uniquely identifies node 0 and distinguishes node 0 from nodes 1-5 (FIG. 1 'Plius, wliile 
Moiin describes an idenlificr Held, then? is no description, teaching or suggestion of ;j 
comparison of the iclentiller field with Ihe group slate. I'urilier, there is certainly no teaching or 
suggestion of updating the itienlitler Held. Therelore, iliere is no description, teaching or 
suggestion in Moiin of comparing at least a poniou of an individual prospective member state of 
a prospective member with the ar. leasi a portion of ihe group state, in which the individual 
prospective member slate comprises slate deJlncd for the individtial prospective member; nor is 
there nny descriplion, touching or suggeslion of updating ihe individual prospeclive member 
state. Thus, applicanis respectfully submit iluii Moiin dues noi anticipate independent claim I, ;is 
well as independent claims 3 and 5. Further for similar reasons, applicants respectfully submit 
that Moiin does not anticipate independcnr claims 28, 35 and 42. 

The dependent claims are patentable for the Siime reasons as the independent claims, as * 
well as fonlieir own additional features. For e.Kample, dependent claim 7 specifically indicates 
that the individual prospective member slate comprises a sequence number of the prospective 
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member, and tlic comparing* coiiipiircs ihe ;seqiicncc nuniher of the prospeclive member with a 
sequence number of ihc proccssini; group. Applieaiiis respecifiilly submit Ihnt there is no 
leaching or sugi^estion in Moiin of ;i sequence number. As uiidurslood, a sequence is defined, for 
insLunce, ns a conlinuity of progression (see, e.g., W'ebsier's Ninth New Collegiate Dictionnry), 
Applicants use the sequence number to idcmify, for insUince, ihe pnrlicular version of the gi"oup 
confifiumtion. Applicaniii respecrfully submit ihiU ihere is no reaching or suggestion of a 
sequence number in Moiiu. 

Support for Ihe rejeciion of claim 7 is intlicaied ai Col. 5, lines 24-26 and 32-46 and Col 
6, h'nes 13-17, However, a careful reading ofihose scciions fails in describe a se<iuence number, 
fnstead, various fields are described wiihout reJerencc to sequence. Tor instance, an 
identification field is described which uniquely describes the node. This identilication field, 
however, is not described as having a pnrlicular sequence or of being a sequence number. 
Further, this field is neither compared nor updaied. Additionally, a cluster vector Held and a 
cluster vector size are described. These fields de.^cribe ihe members of the clusler and the size of 
the cluster They do not describe a sequence number of the prospective member or of the group. 
Based on the foregoing, applicanis respecltully suhmii ihai dependent claim 7, and other 
similarly rejecled elaims, «re not anticipated by Moiin. 

Further, dependent claim 49 specifically slates that the sequence niunber of the 
prosi>ectivc member idenlifies a version ofa proposed processing group lo join. There is no 
description, leaching or suggestion in Moiin ofa sequence number identifying a version ofa 
processing group. Thus, claim 49 is not anlieipaied, taught or suggested by Moiin, and 
applicants respectfully requesi an indication of allowability for dependent claim 49. 

In addition to the above, claims 22-27 are rejected under 35 IJ.S.C. 1 02(c) ^is being 
anticipated by Sbrivastava ct al. (U.S. Patent No. M49734). Applicants respectfully, but most 
strenuously, travei-se this rejection. 

This aspect of applicants' invention is directed lo handliiig failed members. As one 
example, applicants claini a mediod ofmanaging processing groups ofu distributed computing 
environmenl fe.g., in independent claim 22), in which the method includes detecting a failure of 
al least one member ofa processing group; quiescing activity to a group state of the processing 
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bToiip; and upclaring ai icusi ii portion of the group srntc in order lo exclude tlio ai leasi one 
member of ihe processinir group. The iipdalinu includes uprinting a sequence number ofllie 
group stale, ihe sequence number idcntiJyiiit^ a vcision ofUic processing group. Thus, in this 
aspect of applicants' claimcj invention, when a lailure of a member of a process iiiy yroup is 
detected, the processing group is uptlaled in order to exclude that member. The updating 
includes upilating the sequence number iliai idcniilles n version of ilie processing group. This is 
very differonl from tlie leachiiigs ofShri\ a^iava, 

Allhoiigli Shiivastava uses similar words, such as sequence number or failure, 
Shriviislava still does not describe, teach orsiiyiiLsl one or more aspucLs of applicants' claimed 
invention. Ui applicaiila' claimed inveniinn, a sequence number identifies a version ofthe 
processing group (e.g., cluster) and the sequence number is updated in order to exclude n 
member of the processing group. In conir;isi, in .Shrivasiavn, a sequence number is used (o 
identify a particular transaction (see, e.g.. Col. 1 3, lines 37-45) and not to describe the version of 
a proce-ssing group. Thus, the sequence number of Shriv.nstava ip very differejil from the 
sequence number of applicanis* claimed inv eniioii. 

Further, the .sequence number in Shrivasiava is not updaied when a transaction is not 
added to the group of transact ions. In.slead. ihe same transaction number is used and it is ilic 
duplicate sequence number that indicates thai a transaction failed (see. e.g.. Abstract; Col. 123, 
lines 53-49). The failure or exclusion is not indicatetl by an update of the group stale, as claimed 
by applicants. There is no updaic in Shri\ astava. Instead, the same, non-updated nimaber is 
used. 

Moreover, although various relcn.-nces are made in Shrivastava of removing a system 
from a cluster (see, e.g.. Col. 5, lines 53-57; Col. 9. lines 32-.^3), Shrivastava docs noi describe 
how to remove that system from the cluster. Instead, it focuses on how to keep the Iransaciion 
consistent. Thci-e is absolutely no lenching or suggesiion in Shrivasiava of detecting a failure of 
a member of a processing group and updating group stale in order to exclude that member from 
the processing grou]., therein (he updating comprises updating a sequence number ofthe group, 
in which the sequence number idemifies a version of (he group. Sinee thi.<; is missing from 
Shrivasuva, Shrivasiava fails to tiescrihc, teach or sugijcst applicants' claimed invention. 
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For ull ofihu* above rcjisons, np)3licnius rcspcciJully submit ihai Moiin antl Shrivaslavn 
fail lo diiscribc. loach or suggest ;ip|jlicnnts' cinimcd in\'cntion, and applicanCs respectfully 
roqiiust <in iniliciiijon orallowiincc for nil pending claims. 

Should ihii Hxajiiiner wish lo discuss this case wiih iipplicHnls' attorney, please coiituct 
uppllcanis' anoincy at ihobulow listed numhcr. 



Dated: May il .2004. 

l-JESLIN ROTH HN BERG FARLKY & MESITI P.C. 

5 ColuiTibia Circle 

Albany, New York 12203-5160 

Telephone: (518)452-5600 

Facsimile: (5 1«) 452-5579 



Kcspccilully submitted. 



Blanche K. Schillur 
Aiiomey for Applicants 
Re!>isiralion No,: 35,670 
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